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Theory and practlce in education are 1nterre1ated and
1nterde@endent The credibility ‘of any set,of postulates depends upon
_hbw well the posltlon holds up in practlce. There are three ways vwe
can utlllze tHeory 1n pnactlce . (1) 'to reexamine ‘our traditional -
sapproache5° {2) to give Some dlrectlbn to our future practices; and
(3) to generate reseazch. Conglstenb~analgsls of §tandard nethods
gives rise to new and jimproved methods, or ‘theory about new methods,
which must be researched. However, theory may be misused as well.

. v Theor*es may -be accqpted without critical analy51s' people may . .

categorlcally reject theories w1thod¥ critical ana1y51s- or they -tay
, 1nappropr1ate1y apply the theory. The ' acceptance or réjection of g
+ theory without proper analysis may result id problems when pursuing
. conclusions in reséarch situations. could hinder analysis of the
research data.,ulsapplloatlon of theo y could have) just as serious an-
- effect. If a.-theory is applied To an’ napproprlate situation and the
results fail to reach statistical significance, the theory is \
dlscarded in nany cases when in fact’ the“theory 1s not\at ‘fault--3it .
is the situation .that is 'not torrect. It is, then, ipportant that
.both practitioners and researchers are aware of the relatlopshlp of .
theory and practice, its use and- mlsuse. (DHT) ’ e
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o Dld'you know that each df‘us'ls'a theorlst‘who cohsistently puté,lnto . e -
. " F
ELJ practlce our tneoret1cal bellefs? If you doubt that statement stop ahd think

2 ke
w - .

A efdwhen was the last ‘time you walked around a ladder‘rather than under lt? »
NN ,
Lo P »Vz_‘ ;~
. Have you ever changed you ‘yrectidn to" avoid the path, of a black cat? Surely . ,
. 4 ¥ e " ‘. ° . P . v /
sdmeone‘in here sh €red the last time they broke a mirror. You mai‘argue
- . e e ’ - . , [

» ‘ R
N - e . 2 &

' N N -~ . . *, . * * ) ! .
" that these are superstitiong, not theories’ - but perhabs one man's theory is © .
' N ’ o 2 N Ao
* A “ P - ,‘3 . oot L .
. another man's superstition. Let me, give ¥ou an example: . . .
M - » - ,l ,ﬂ . r - ‘ -

R LI - Y

/ N ) . .
Those of us who work around childrer have observed-that yhen the weather T

\-)- . s . K y oL . - ' T, N
changes, chlldren.s behavxor cnanges., The :heory beﬁihd that obsexvation i§ . -

- ~
: -. . PP

: b
th atmospherlc pressure affects the fLulds 1n the body which in ‘turn lnfluences~ .
- v! . °

. ' t ’ . ¢ : v ' . .
", b havior.. I would lmaglne that.because of yeuf experlence ‘with children Ybu .
3 . - l . \r(." ~ Y L .. *
wo d accépt that theory as sound and ‘quite acceptabIe,,however, Just,the 3
- . - < I - . =~ ol

- , " \ e IR

)
other ‘day I.was talklng w1th a-britht young cllnlcal psychologlst on. our. campus

hwho was explalnlng to me. the fallacy of suoh,thlnklng. .In his oplnlon marked -

L3 now

i changes in'the barometer are no lndloatlon‘yhat behav1or chahges can be expected.
- '. R - A N N .

wWho am I,to belleve —= my observatlons pr that psychologlst s oplnions? I qé/r ! -

‘ . A
! »

m;ght'accegt his position if. I didn't know that he has no children and he has

%
7 .

i never-worked‘around ‘children, Then.too,'it‘was a blustery day and he was a
¢ ﬁ P . .

L little more 1rr1table than usual, and too, he was attem

‘e

ing to reconcile

. Ft
i R

with his wife who had left him last spring when the rainy season was upon us. .
R - Y

. "
s s - . 4

[ . N .

I don't mean‘to make light Qf the éentlemen's plight.‘_Rather,.my.purpose

R - /,\ B .
is to point out that not all 1ndLV1duals may agree w&th one person’s reasoning . °
.‘. * '_ . - lu/ . > N - . ) i . . N .
L - . * * . v, N o
4 4 ! [} .
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.as to‘wﬁy,events occyr, but nevertheléss; many explanations about cause and -

- A

. . .
N . . . . [ Y N ~

. effect are 1n &act the seed bed of theory ot ) ’ v,

y o )
o ’ . K YA

What separates theory from sup ositlon? Is it the sophistication ‘of the? ~ i =

kS . .

5 o (Alanguage? ff I we{e tp state that "heav1ly plgmented felines 1f passing at Z‘ -
4
- P LS - : " )
right angles to a homosapien s llne of aooroach, can create havoc wath the "f\ﬁ -
.o . r . [ o , .
o . W . W,
. homgsapienqs serenlty": would you believe me more readrly than 1f I 'said, "if S e

k] -
- - - .
v . .3 £ <

. a black cat crosses your path‘ you will have ‘pad luck"? Or ie’ credibilitv R

. ’ ~i a - ‘/ Vot
.

R related to the credentiads of the observer? I remembér partlcipatlng~1n a
- 0, e <
) N , y.

I ’ 5v1gorous'di8cu§sion with, some other graduate studepts a number of years ago,ﬁn. R
. e 1, ’
534 .

' -

- b'...l' v
i whén most of us were questioning the' legitimapy of some theory that was rp

$ . % - " ‘:z % ¢ Y

'

~ Yogue at that‘time. The student-who was arguing 1n favor, of the theoryé unable\1

n

& [

<to overcome our Abjections as to the practicality of the position, insdesperatlon

3 a Ke'

finally sald, "well, you know, he!s written ‘a book."¢ There.was a brief period N

> . ! ) LA 2 °h
Ce of silence beforesthe rest of hs said ln unison, "so what?" -We were not . .. -,
' ! v e ’ : il . »

L w1llinq to accept an explanation for ‘cause and effect because sOmeone published

[

:Q
I

’~the statement in tﬁe written word. What' then does make the diffenence? . .t: . /,

. ’ " -y T 4 ’
R © - When it comes right down to what separates theory from superstition I om e

T believe the credlbility of any §ét of postulates depends upon how‘well the, ¢
" » v / '

4+
/(pogition holds . in practice. The verility of any theory depends upon whethe

you. and I, the practitioners can. consistently demggstrate the, truthfulness of

- R

ed relationship in our every daxfwo;k world. We, 'in fact, ‘afe th

- sthe supp

researcher‘ who can make%ﬁ:break a ﬁhebry, and- 1f this'statement is true W
AL .

-4

\

haVe_an‘ayesome responsibiligy.m We gan either extend the boundaries-of k7bwledge
s . " * * . ) N3 ', - * T -

or defend untenable positions; We can help learners advance beyond our limitations )

. ¥ N . . : N 7

- . . N

T . or rein them tof51. today's'level'of performance. .1 .

. N

) /
Al L

: S S Yes, the practitioner's partic1pation is a critical faQtor in separating T
) ] - N, . ; -
r L] . i . A
. supergtition from fact. - -, . o i .
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A What ‘role dowe play? Webster defines theory as "an analysis of 3 set , o
. o of.. facts in the:ar relationship to one anothef;" Our‘ task becomes one of’.
N . . A v "1-‘ , - . T A
providing as, accurate -an- analys:.s as 1s possib]'.e\ in our warking areas. The
» .
‘ - N . '0 * v o~ . /r - -
- N A

e qﬂestlon becomes one Qf how can ve, best use theory and axzoid abusing‘our res-

Py
- -
. l - o - .S .

. . gonsib,i:lities to ‘the llea*r’ners_ in 'our_charge.. ) ﬂ. . o ot e

- © . During the rest of my talk ; wlll 6ffer smﬁef suggestxons as o how» -

N [ - v .

) . we_can ntilize theory to benefrt both our learners and ourse,lves in our quest
'!; n ¥ o, LN .5 i -~ e
N . - . Ve . L o, . - Lo N

&

to improve sound practlce. I w:.ll also make some. “observations, about how L .

v v . 3w . - N
; . ! ) . R « - . “ PR A .
. ~ . . ~e = P . ¢ >

o+ “ theory can be abused and l‘im:.ted‘ . v ST T h e o
i L~ s._ I ‘ a - - . . ye

S "I'here are a’c least f:hree ways we can uti ze theory in, practice. * e dan .
- r ' Y o« v vt
5 . - '1 .. .,. ., & L ¥ - I

At T use theory 1) to r'é-e}zamine oyr traditional approaches .- R
’ I g T N . R . : .

~ . . i s v

DRI S s 2) to g‘ive ‘sbme di}ectien to our futur€ practj,ces*’“\ o
1Y . . . :: ; : . : . - s h‘: - «.» )
fe e ‘ ‘3\)p,to generate regearch in the field., ) \ e

s -

A . Ja. . _\

. : Why must wé re-‘examine our traditiohal ~approaches? Many of us’ here "have: P ‘

-
- . 4 Y -
. I - . i 5 . -

. ) lived through an age wherf tradit-ion mandated all we did ‘o an ag’e when ' change"

.« " . - 24

N - o , N .

app:ears to be’ the critxcal surv:.val factor. T do not intena*‘éo ,,de.ﬁgnd e:.ther -

N .
‘_X)Q - * - ~ o

4 '

- -
.

posit:.on, but ra*her to suggest that For knowledge to grow we, need to cpnstantly
P . Y “ o ‘ "% .

; . 'analyze_ the_ effectivenes_s of dur s*tandard w'ay of "doing things.' Let me give - '

-

- you 8 persona‘l *example. , T T AR . .
- ~ s ot : . . Ve Eare N - . . .

At one ooint in my career I was involved in’ helping design a physical* '

. o e e e s e
: ’ education curriculum model for use with trainable mental retardates.- We e
. R I .. : j . ‘
. ? . . .
! R .elected not to use «any one theory of dévelopmen‘t but to ‘draw upom sound s g h
3 N — - :‘- I‘r (, . .
’ knowledge that wags avail’abAle to~ us at that_ time. We put together a very. - ‘ :

s = B

extensive package I believed would’ enable 'teachers to solve the motor develop-

*a

] ment proble’ms of ‘moderatély re"ta_rded’ \y’oungs’ters. “We then set ;ﬂaout t& f:Leld ~ Co
. . e , R . ; N T
test the vmodel with appropriate groups. - At" the end of the initial tr:ial,, . ;’}“‘ R
“ r < y v" N v ¢ L. by :.“r( «
period I ‘was dismayé:d because we still hadﬂ some youngstzers who couldn t. A
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) o demonstrate the behdvioral” obgectlves we had so carefully analyZed and sequenced,

I would have .liked to blake the fallure on ineffectlve teaching, UT I had been
S | - & .
the teacher, and really found that explanatlon intolerable. People were

very understandlng about the failure = after all we had usea the best known
p L .

T;"’ " 4aéts available to us. Perhaps the 1nab111ty to demongtrate statistical
22 [ ' v .

5 ~— L)
~ s - . PR -

validzty yas because the learners[were at fault in‘some way, however I've'never

<
~

__Fl_lll,beeh_Very comfontable with the oplnlon that learning fallures are a result ‘of

< the lparner;sulnabllltles.- ' . '
- v, . v .

I

»

.Not long after that expefiment I'was thrust into a situation where some
1y ) ’ . #

new theories I was unfamiliar with were being triéd. I -was'very'uncomfortable

- >

in the assignment; but had acceptéé'it before I realizea the direction the
. - 4 . b . - P ,

project,was taking, Faged with a situatiqn‘of sink or swim, my survival h
> - . . i . - .

instinct won out. T had no thoice but to plow into ‘the literature and attempt

’ PN “ [

to comprehena what was be{ng tried.\ Fortunate for me, that effort began to

P
- -

shed some llght on the problems we had w1th Qur curxiculum model I referred

.

to earlier, I learneq_ that some'factor's may have been in operat:.on that we

i &
- d

t -hadn't taken into account, 'Let me shou,you what I mean. ) . ¢

V) ¢
©

¢ T (Flgure a) ‘- ’ ) - )
. T o ~ ' .
Yo " Cohtemporary theorists agree that efficient movement jis composed of

<

-

% three levels of involvement -~ there must.be sensory input, integration of-the

,f" o * ¥ I )

N ., 1nformatlon withln the central nervous system, and a motor output I have,

v
H 7

attempted to deplct those three levels in the simplistic model before you. ‘In -
TA . - o,
: no way should this model be 1nterpreted as an all-inclusive replicatlon -of all

5
4 - '

the qompopénts of effic}ent~movement. . Rather, it is an attempt to convey the

. B
- . - . LA SR . . . e . .
s Ed . H ' N

Sy lebe%s of .entry of some ingredients of motor behavior. The ingredients have Vo

- 'lfbeen bérrowed‘from some contemporary~theories that I'will refer to later in

~ ‘ \) -

. —‘ Ing o *’ N - . »’ 4 . N ) * N N > hd
L . this talk.’ A o
« ¢ < v’ N ‘- ’ M .
o :
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My whdle point is that when I arrived at this prospective of‘motor-behavior,
i \ ) ' .
I began‘to,understand why the best of traditional models had failed in practice.
. ' ‘

We:were simplyaoperatiné from a base of incomplgte knowledge. We were attempting
to elicit efficient movenent patterns by dealing with only the integration-

»

and Qutput levels of developnent./’In effect, we were assuming adequate sensory

- .
-~ \
o Y . 3

inputs were available to the learﬁers, and through manipulation of inteqratidn

and output performance, efficient moveﬁént would resuit. ’ :
Ny * - ¥ . :

« . . v

The last six years have taught me the fallacy of that assumption. What

t
.

I know now 1s that presence of some sensory inputs such as abnormal reflex

.

patterns‘probably 1nterferraigﬂ1th a number of.output behaviors. We cannot’

. -~ ' [l

expect a child to skip efficiently if positive or negative supporting reflexes

are present in his repertoire of behavior patterns. Nor can we expect a child
' . . . . . . .9

with distorted visual input to accurately assess the path of a joving_ball."

t

. . \
s - v

-

design went awry.

»

-

v

.

»
Ld -

" newer' theoretical knowledge that I had any insight at all as to where our

¢
Fe

&£

-

)

S
‘.
.

Now I.am well aware of the objections of experimenting with theory on,children.

There are many people who ‘argue that .we should only practice what research has
. e }\‘ .

’ o+ - : . *
demonstrated without a doubt to be effective. I ,an also well aware that the

“

‘benefits from physical education havg beenfquestioned for years, and those of

us, 1n the perceptual-motor area are constantly. criticized and often ridiculed
o . . .

because.of the-inadequate base of scientifia evidence froh which we operate,

¢

But, what many>people don't understand is,that practicé-outstrips séientific

~

-

M v o

evidence by 20 years. What I m saying is that the alert, intuitive teacher has

been known to discover and p!actice very effective teéaching techniques that

Y

researchers werxe not able to statistically validate-for twenty years,
. . ’ . ’ - Y i '

~
e .

j ! ~ e, 3 .
It was only through re~examination of our traditional+ approach ,in light'of"
A . v { '

The cecond application of theory i3 to use it to alter our present practices.

The saﬁef




_thing is true in physical, therapy -~ the sharp clinician can apply efféctive

% . ]

. y

*

i therapy long before the neurologist ¢an explain why the treatment is effectlve. B
3 . . .
I.do not ‘favor the indiscriminate use of theory in our programs, but rather

. [ ]

it seems quite deiensible to attempt a d?fferent way of doing things when we

i ~ D
- * - .

are stymied Wlth a lack of progress by our learners._ Accountability mandates

-

&

- ' .
that we aemohstrate that our programs do effect positive changes. This means

X
s

we must become skilled_ in evaluation of performance levels, and,effectively

intervene Wlth a program that results in progress’for ouxr charges. You and I -

o

know that not all of our 4rograms are benefLCial to ‘all® children. Where then
. v . .
. N .
4o we begin to search for new or different ideas.to.try? . Theory is a logical .
> ® : ’ [ 7 ’ . “ \‘\ Y
. . ! N -
.starting.place, but how are we to determine’which theory or parts of theories
~ R -
r - . . . .

4 . . . ' s *

to select? d . ‘ <

-

A technique I have useﬁ quite effectively in’ the last fenyears is to try

- ’

to select suggestions from appropriate theorists aboht how tp work With those

children. To clarify,my.pdint let us refer once:againxto the’ motor development

AN PN . . LIS
\

» ) - - ~ . ) - 5
model I introduced earlier. . . g N )
v . R . . ¥ . e PR : . r

3 4 (Figuré A)“ e . \‘1 v, ;

. . .
g . N - 2 N
2

. B If my evaluation results cause’ me to suspect probléms at the input or

5

integration levels, 1 turn to, Ayres for activity suggestions. If I can rule

v

{

LX)

gut vestibular, tactile and audﬁtory problems, Ismight‘select Kephart activities. .
o ; . ;

P XY ' o N -

»

N . . ) . S ‘ _ (Figure C) . . >

t -

<. I can rely on Frostig for a number of visual integration suggestions, and her
, . . R v -‘ , . “ ‘- , N .
- N . . (Figure D) . . ~ X

‘ ' N

most recent literat re deaba also Wlth motor integration activities. Cratty - ¢

., had several excelYent suggestions fox, some integration problems apd most output




. (Figure E)

— - - V) 5 -
, "level.functions, Barsch seems to be speaking to both integration and output
Y 5 s "
‘performance also. oo - .. .
. ' P . ' . (Figure 'F) ’ M
» ‘.. .

Let'me—be the first ta say that the theories I have made reference to ma
- 4 - ; ' . .

be more incompassing’than I given them credit for. oI learn something new

]

- N . A= -
every time I re-think them, and many of my graduate students argue that every

= theory speaks to every develobmental level, If that is the %ase, I‘am\hot

i K , VN
yet fully dnderstanding them. Perhaps; given time, I will see the application ) .
<+ more clearly.—~ - - , , e . Nl
b - } * . AN

I can attest to the fact that it is pOSSlble to elioit normative age - - -

- . .

standard performance from a child with perceptual motor problems if “his problem

£ &

is carefully analyzed, hisilevel of development determined, and activities are ('»\ vt

. N . 4
< . D
- N - “ A ‘.
+

‘selécted that are appropriate.for his de%elopméntal stage. A We can use contemporary , .
' . ' N - . s -‘ .-

oy ‘

¥ . .. , - . . ' - -
theories to assist us in.helping theserchildren resolve their prjbigms\‘ It 5' .
- . o, V. L2 T ~ - -
may take the statisticians 20 years to dgmonstrate our effectiéeness, but that
should not deter ns from at least trying to solve the problem. [ N

-
- - =

! .
The -third way we can utilize theory is to‘generate research ideas.! A s o~

. a
[ L] o " ¢

profess?r I onge had said that ‘the greatness of'a theory depends upon how much‘
“ . . ™~
researchhmas generated from th' theory. I'm not sure I fully agree with +ha't ,
& “fstatement, but I do believe it will take us 50 year: to £igure out what' Piaget‘ e
&, . is really saying to us == at least it will take e 50" years. ”" +_i > .

' N - ! ' * - S
Many people believe that re§earch is an actiVity that is carrled on by

»

college professors and hard,pressed 'graduate students who are trying to compieté

N L Y 4 .
< their degree requirements. T can recall when my graduate advisors were presSing
; r * . H 3 \,
. ' . 9
<~ ° me to take .more research and statistic courses that I told\them quite sharply - .

~
[ B - N 3.

my goai was to’ become a good teacher, not a researcher‘ They smiled know1ngly » :
. i "
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A ¥ . . ,‘ - - - . . T e,
'59-> as they signea me into every statistic course, available in the department ‘ They ) )
ﬂ. knew;then ‘and I know now that the good teacher is effectiVe because he or she oS S
8 e is a good‘researcher{,:. "_‘ ’%/’”i;/"' .:,5 C 7 7 C - o }‘
s d L . The good teacher’ 1s constantly askinl/,‘;h;/does this occur , "if I changed 14ﬂ—"

this activitv, what would result",w"is tﬁere a better way to promote learning

. . v
- ~ \l

, -~ in'th¥s ch#1d"? The questions go on and on because the effective teacher

\ .t — R ’ * )
. wants to find a better wa§ to help her learners. The way teachers, become more -
’ .o o ) : - ) '{‘ " : . ¢
effective is to |try new idEas,'observe the reéulting‘learner behaViors?-and,_ 2
' ' & . . o - . . N '
analyze the effe tiveness of the practice. This is also researcher_behavior.

. » . A Lo

Certainly thpse of you who venture forth.@nditry out ‘some.theoreticalk

A . approaches we hav discussed here today find ypurself obligated to evaluate K

G .
. - —
) . . . B PR
. ‘e o *

the value of what you attempted. When you do so, you move further into“the . o

~ . -~ N 3

cdteégory. of researdher. Though ou may not apply sophisticated statistical

ahalySes to your relsults, your r search efforts are as legitlmate as the ' N

. . .
x e )l‘r ! N A

. \ college professor ‘and the struggl ng graduate sthdent ‘rUnfortunateiy, you -
. do mot often publis youn results but, nevertheless, you have contributed oL ..
to extension of knowledge Just as urely ak the ind1v1dual involved 1n formal M «
¢ . N R . .- ~

" research pursuits. » f\é\' . o ” oo Ce J
. “ " v . N LN { IS .

. . X ¢

ddressed tdday need he real life investigation

e s VI - ' ' ] .

N only practitioners can pro,id%. I urge you to'pursue younrinquiries and,‘

% e e ]

. The theories we| have

1 - \ 3
. ! . . .
esulﬁs.‘ P Ty '

S when possible, sha e your Co ,\ .
‘ . { . o « . ’

:Let ub turn our attentton .now from uses of theory to some common abuses

n . l

\ ”» LR “
‘that I have'seen oc or h&ve participated in.*’In my opinion, there are '

) -s - +

three prevalent abuses of theo§y. Fi st, we, see acceptance of theories without

[}

. l ..
. somé degree of crit cal analy51s; sec,nd/ some ' people categorically reject\

N ' . . . .
) L )
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. oAfter all I ve, said about the ways to use theory I'm sure “some people' h

- v Vv
A ”\

"find it strange for me to suggests

thing wrong.w1th the ~w

PR 1 R . . ""‘.
_~  unbridled acceptance of a theoretic?l construct. Bﬁtq I do object when I .see
LI T, : ) ‘“ ! A
my own students latch on.to a theory and pqrshe its’ application regardless

'_of the effecthon thé learner. | T o s vt X

’ . . i . -
An example that comes most readily to mind is a situation-I observed in our’

- . -
g

14
- clinic recently. Oncof our.thenaolsts was dbv1ously trying to use the behav1or

- [ 4 . . ‘e

modification techn1qu= known as extinction on\a chlld with a behav1or problem.

N Y * I L}

Nt ‘:'
' I know the value of and,adVbcate use of ext1nction when a chﬁ&d has some

)

conscious contro{rof his behavior. But' this young child was:literally
bouncing off evexry other person‘and piece of equlpment ‘in the room while AR
1Y N

\ his therapist stood quietly aside and watched the scene with hands folded. Y .

¥ e,

- “ T L.
. broke one of my own rules'by grabbing the 'child ‘and restraining him, until he

v
l:”' ’ T ‘ L e
-, ~Xegained his self—composure. . . NP o
-
e . .

-

N

RPN -Later, ‘while diecuss1ng the event with his therapist Isasked why she

had alloWEd the child to endanger himself “ahd. others in the room with his

-

AY M (R4

behav1or. The response was, "well, so—and-so says exbinétion lS a very effective

e

Y ‘ - .
- lbehavior modifioation technique." I; nad never crossed this/fgung woman's

> &
v o™ ,e l s f

. ' mind that'there are -times when- it might be inapprapriate to use’ extinction.

All she remembered was that an authority figure .had endorsed the “technique. )
t -— - o N % . L

She saw no need to question use of the- postulate id every occasion.-

»

-

: When we work with childreh we carm't afford to make wholesale, applieation

.
'y 4 v * «
[ . H

©of theory unless we critically assess the benefits to’ the child. - Something

\

. is riot necessarily better than nothing. If the practice does not promise some

fruitful results to the learner, I f1nd it difficult to endorse its" use.
. . - \ .
Rejection of a theory without critical analysis is almost as untenable -

as'the first abuse. I believe ﬁe most”“often avoid accepting a theory either




s . \' ’, . “ * l‘ :
.o ; . . -.10 - N . '
, ) ]
N . .

P o because we ars afraid of trying something new, 'we don t understand what the .,

\
u

theorist is saying, of we believe .the position is in direct opposition to "

v d
o N \-f(

another theory we hold dear. 1 get 1nto difficulty most often because of the.
Lo flast.two'reasons. i - ) . L , e "
. \ ‘ o

3 ) It took me several Years to even listen to argument about the benefits

©
]
©

..., of behaVior modification-techniques because I believe so fully in the perceptual ]
¢ K1 ¢ ©
~ + < N . ] “ N .

. psychological view of working solely toward self-actualization through enhancing ¢

. - . ,\A v "
v Tt K N - ’

self conceot It took some very wvocal graduate students who were steeped in the

. value of behaVior mod technique many hours of discussion to conVince me that
' e 4 .

oo \while enhancing self concept I might indeed be using‘behavior modification ) ‘
" .
£ Y A
- techniques. Fortunately for us all they dld not threaten my self concept by
3 P N . ‘ Y ..

‘ “\
attacking the theory I held dear. Instead they pOinted out the compatability of

parts of&eacw of the theéories. ' - ‘ % ’ - ! -

- - L4 :

N . ' v .
1

» . When By rst came to Xansas, I had not: read nor did I attempt to- read

Kephart theory;\\Even though I eventually taught a course that surveyed . et )
v ! N i} - e

-contemporary perceptuaf—motor theorists, I did not’ include Kephart. When one *°

r‘\A

’ of mx colleagues asked why I avoided(reviewing this, very prominent theorist,

I just shrugged my shoulders and saia I didn t think Itis theory had anything

. o -~ -

i “* to offer. ‘That very fine f;iend of mine said, "Jean, I can understand sins: of L
{_ ‘ # .
commission, but T really have difficulty underssanding why a person would

.‘ - e

. partiCipate in a sin of OmlSSlon. ﬁis point was'well taken,- whdt right did

. . - ~ ¢
.o x; , Q LI ’
. ”’I have to foroe my bias on students. Even‘if I‘didn‘t understandb I had Iittle \
[ - 1 %o
- ; s N *\ ‘ ‘;7 " >
. N gustification for denying éﬁem the opportunity to understand “Now, I teach . . ~
“l f -
v Kephart along with all the.xest and Iearn something'new om him each time - .o “
4 —_— C . . A
“* around. Yes, rejectipn of theories without critical ana ysis is an abuse I m .
v very familiar with. ' PR ‘ Ve i“i_, S S : RN
© o“x J . ! . o “ . - :
s, Wwith all the problems I see’ with the first two abuses, I'm_conainced the -
. N . ‘. '_ ’ '~. .. \ . v -
e thirddahuse has,retarded,dur purSuit for knowledge the most. Inappropriate - , . o5
‘ T - L 4 0 o~ M .
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application of_pgrceptual-mo%or theories has plagued us since their appearancs,and

Y

p will continue to plague us until we overcome the majority of unfortunate ex<

Our biggest problems were an indirect result of basic postulates of Piaget's,
. 4 f— '

/ £y

periences educators have had with these theories.

Gagne's and Brunér'é cognitiQe de;elspmént theories. All of these gentle;gg

propose that sensory/motof.develbpment is the'basishfor iate; abétra;t‘throu;ht.

Many péop;e interpreted,;ﬁitho mean that if you improveba child's sens?ry motogl
- berfor@ance, improved cognition and academic bgha&iof woﬁlé follow. Durihg ﬁh;f

b i

1950's and into the 6Q's we had é tremendous number of studies carried out
attempting to demonstrate the value of perceptual motor problems to children

with academic.difficulties. : » i

-

v - Most of these studies were an example_ggjinéppropriate apﬁlicati of T
R . ’ ‘. . 4 i . /'
theory. Packaged programs were applied witb children demonstrating g variety

L1
4

of problems) and the vast mafority of these s#udies were carried out by -

E ~

éduéétors who know little or nothihg about motor development sequences. When’

<

the results failed_toffeach statistical significance, perceptual motor theories

- .

were discarded becausé st was concluded that they were of no value. Ifam still
4

confronted by many educatbrs who\gifstion the worth of perceptual motor practices.
. v, . .

» .

: It is my opinion that iﬁéppropriate‘%pblication was at fault, not théJ
' N % <@ DR
ﬁheorétipal constructs.
Yquanth li&e in an age éhat is rich'in theore%igal construc£s. Other
eras have-ha% tgeir theorists, howeVer;‘becaﬁse their pdStdlates did nét hold .

L '

up consistently in practice such beliefs were laid to rest in a categoty called
'} »

'"supers%itions". Through time some of our coﬁtemporary'theories may emerge

as learning principles, and some wily be remembered as.sdperstitionQ: but all

?
2

will generate practice within our lifetimp:' Until we have had an opportunity
L ) ;

-

to use foday's theorjes to re~examine our traditional approaches, to prp&i&é

¢
-

e k)
new direction to our future practices and to generate sound research we will

not know the true value of the 5ésumptioﬁs on which some of our work is based. ’

. . >,

‘ . 12 o
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